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Commissioner for Patents 

This letter is in response to phone messages from Phil Decker regarding the rejections of claims 24. Claim 24 should have been 
rejected along with claim 23 in the office action mailed on October 29, 2008. The primary rclcrcncc lo Bailey ct a), leaches Ihc 
concept of the bottom wall being any angle below 90 degrees relative to the horizonlal plane. II is lurlher noled lhal Ihe inslanl 
specifcation give no relative angle as claimed and none are set forth in the drawings. As such Ihe angle as set forlli in claim 24 is mel 
by Bailey et al. as well as being an obvious design choice. The examiner regrets the omission of claim 24 in the above office action. 
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